INTRODUCTION TO PART ONE:
A PSYCHO-LINGUISTIC
PERSPECTIVE ON READING

This first part explores some of the major ideas underpinmng a psycho-
lingusstic perspective on reading. It begns with transcripts of the mter-
views conducted with Ang Browne and Teresa Gramger. Before picking
up on and discussing some of the recommendations of our two scholars, |
will offer a brief historical tour of the events and circumstances that ted to
the rise to prommence af a perspective that defined reading as a problem-
solving activity. | will discuss what became known 1nt tiie US as the ‘whole
language movement’ and what m the UK was terined ‘real books’. The
writings of the origmal proponents of these ideas will be analysed and the
positive contribution that this approach to reading makes will be considered.
The difficulties and criticisms associated with this perspective on literacy
will also be signalled and this discussion leads into Part Two. Throughout,
connections will be made to the thinking of the two reading scholars, Ann
Browne and Teresa OnE:mmﬁ and to the classroom practices associated
with this school of thought.




ANN BROWNE'S
OBSERVATIONS, SUGGESTIONS AND
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Profile of Ann Browne

Dr Ann Browne 15 a senior lecturer in education at the Umversity of
East Anglia where she works with trainee and practising teachers on
primary language and literacy courses. Her main research interests are in
English and Early Years Education. Her publications include four books
about early vyears literacy: Helping Children to Write {1993), Developing
Language and Literacy 3-8 (1996), A Praciical Guide to Teaching Reading
in the Barly Years (1998) and Teaching Writing ai Key Stage I and Before
{1999).

What follows i1s an edited verston of a face-to-face interview [ conducted
with Ann m November 2001,

RKATHY HALL (KH): First I want io thank you very much for agreeing io
participate in this project, for studying the video of Stephen and for giving me this
inferview. Perhaps we can start by reminding ourselves of the four questions — the
Jirst concerning what you think you know about Stephen, based on his reading and
retelling and based on the very brief profile you got of him, the second concerning
what more you would like to know about him, the third issue focusing on your
suggestions for iaking him forward, and finally, I would like to ask you about the
theoretical perspeciives you bring fo bear on your interpretation of Stephen and how

fo help him. Shall we start with whai you feei the evidence tells you about Stephen
as a reader?
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Ann Browne (AB): Yes. He seemed very uncertain selecting the book, he
grabbed the first book, Funny Bones, first of all, and didn’t ook at the
others. Then his attention was drawn to those others and he grabbed one,
the one that he subsequently read, Bear. He didn’t look for authors, didn’t
jook at the blurb, didn't look at the titles and, when asked to explan his
first choice, he said he thought the book looked funny. So he may have
been familiar with that book as 1t 1s a very familiar book for young children
but you know the style of the illustrations would have given that and you
wouldn’t have to do much analysis to work out that this 1s a2 humorous
book. So I think he was mussing out a whole lot of strategies for choosing
books. He didn’t predict the content of the book at all, he didn't say “‘Oh,
1t’s about a bear’, or ‘I think this 1s about skeletons.” So he wasn’t connect-
ing to things that he was interested in, so very limited in that way, suggest-
1ng that he was very inexperienced at selecting books on his own. But this
may be something you’d want to know more about — how much experi-
ence he’s had at sefecting books and making book choices and what 1s his
knowledge of picture books and authors. And by Year 3 in fact you would
expect 1t should be quite extensive and, looking at the environment he was
sitting 1n, which was a very positive literacy environment, you'd think he
would have this but 1 had questions about that.

Then 1n the mtroduction to the reading, the part where the teacher was
reading, here Stephen was really focused. And 1t was really lovely to see
that, he was intently looking at the words and apparently intently listening
to the teacher’s reading and that suggested to me that he was.very inter-
ested in books and reading and he wanted to know what was m this book.,
And that was very positive,

Then we had the next bit when he joned in. He was invited to join in
and he had sufficient confidence to join in which was again very positive to
see, and he had interest, so that resnforced that mtentness with which he’d
been following the reading. ,

Here I started to analyse what he could do 1n terms of the processes
and skills of reading. He had a good sight vocabulary of simple words,
simple function words like ‘it’, “was’, and ‘I', and mostly he got ‘the’; he
muddled 1t up a bit with ‘she’ but he mostly got it. Those little words
like ‘mught’ and ‘be’ — he was fine on all of those. He made some use of
phonic strategies, for example, he got ‘definitely’ by sounding that out
and partly he used it with syllabification as well, he was chunking it as well
as using individual scunds. He was able on occasions to self-correct, not
very frequently, but he did it, so agan suggesting that he was wanting
to make meamng but also suggesting maybe that he was wanting to
get the words right which [ think was quite a preoccupation of his. He
substituted words which retamned the meaning very closely like keeping
the parts of speech, so he was using his knowledge of syntax. Again
an example was ‘did’ and ‘does’ in line 55 and ‘keep’ and ‘kept’ later on in
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the reading so very positive in that he could draw on a number of reading
strategies,

What he didn't use were the picture cues, the illustrations, the teacher
pomnted those out to him on a coupte of occasions I think, so he wasn't
usg all the available cues that were there for him. He atso read very
slowly and that's what suggested to me that maybe he had a preoccupation
with trying to get everything absolutely right. So the questicn then 1s, was
he understanding what he was reading?

Then the next section of the reading 1s the retelling and 1 think at this
point 1t was clear that he hadn’t really understood what he'd read. He'd
mussed the subtieties of the text. IHe hadn’t understood that this was a story
about a real bear, that Sophie was getting the blame for something the bear
had done. His teacher supported his retelling but even so there were quite
a lot of misunderstandings. So that supposition that | had about his pre-
occupation with decoding is confirmed for me by this.

So then taking all of that evidence from the selection to the retelling
what I conclude 15 that he lacked confidence as a reader. He was hesttant
and concerned with the words in the text; maybe that was mterfering with
his understanding. He liked humour and he wanted to be able to read,
whether that was because he wanted to be able to read or whether he
wanted to please his teaciier, again I'd be uncertamn about that. So that's a
sumimary about what I think he could do.

KH: Yes, thank you very much and now that brings us to what other evidence you
would like to have about him. Whai more you would like to kenow avout him?

AB: Lsuppose I had lots of questions as vou always do about an unknown
child and these are not in any particular order but rather were generated by
watching the tape. I'd like to know how he would tackle simpler texts
because actually this one was quite a demanding text, 1t was a subtle story,
It wasn't very obvious, there were undertones within 1t. And so I would
like to know how he would tackle a sumpler text which would, if you like,
demand less understanding and have less words to be concerned about,

I'd like to know what kind of opportunities he has in schooi to respond
to texts, to express ideas about books, to discuss books. I'd like to know
what provision there 1s and how he participates within that in the class-
room. I'd like to know what opportunities there are for him to read texts
that he enjoys, that have a connection with his 1nterest, with his life, and I
think, 1n what you wrote, the teacher uses reading schemes as well as
picture books for the children. But where he 15 on his choices between
these would be interesting to know, and whether he has opportunities to
select books himself or if the books are seiected for him.

I'd like to know more about him as a child, about his 1nterests, whether
he ever reads boaks that are reiated to his interests, and maybe other reading
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material, maybe outside school, wiether he reads comics, magazines about
computers, cars or whatever he mught be mterested . U'd also like to
know how he reads familiar books, books that had been shared with him
or prepared before hie reads them, whether he then understands them better.
And about how much practice at reading he gets i and out of school,
aithough there seems plenty of opportunities within the classroom, and his
mother I think was particularly interested in his education, but what m
reality all that means in terms of tume and experience of reading he gets.
And I'd like to know why he wants to read. Does he understand what
reading 1s for, or does he want to read to please his teacher, or to piease his
parents? What 1s his understanding about reading, about the purposes of
reading, the pleasures of reading? Does he see reading models at home, the
out of school experiences? Does he see 1t as a purposeful activity? Is it
presented to him as purposeful and happening beyond the confines of the
classroom? So there was Just a brainstorm of things, that I'd like to know a
bit more about.
KH: Thanks, Ann. Is (i okay to tove on now to some of the suggestions you have
for his teacher?

AB: Yes, well just before that, I thought that there were positive things
about his teacher that [ would like to mention, that are important to men-
tion. This 1s especially important if you give a huge list of things that
might be done, 1t suggests there were huge gaps m what’s provided and 1
would want to acknowledge that there were positive things. His teacher
was very warm and encouraging with him, and she did respond to what
he was doing, and she noticed what he wasn’t doing as well, so hence
pointing out the lustrations, reading words for him, and from your notes
there 15 a rich reading curriculum in the classroom so lots of good things
gomg on. .

But what do I think could be provided then? It would be tmportant
to think through the question: what does Stephen need, what precisely
does he need? Rather than just a general reading programme, he needs a
programme that’s muaiched to his particular needs, and that reiates to the
sorts of things that he's not doing so well, which 1s not understanding, and
not having a large sight vocabulary for his age. For example, he could be
encouraged to revisit books that he knows. He needs his confidence build-
g up n reading, so that he's less stuck on deciphering every word, so if
there were familiar books, maybe that would be heipful. He could make
his own books that were of interest to him, that again would give him
confidence when he was reading them, because he’d have written them
himself.

He could read with friends because he seems to be quite sociable, m that
he has a close-kmit group of friends. Have reading partners and work with
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friends, work with friends at the computer on reading and on writing.
Have opportunities to respond to books maybe m group reading, but maybe
in projects on author studies, collections of books 1n the classroom.

Teach him book selection strategies, help him to select his own books
and encourage him to keep a list of books he has selected. Look at the
chioices he makes and see whether there 15 a pattern, then see how vou
could use that to pick more books that would interest him or take him
elsewhere 1n his reading. So find out what mterests him really, match
books to his interests and ability, because that book was difficult.

Provide specific phonic teaching matched to his needs so, for example,
on line 143 there was the ‘0o’ sound and the long vowel sounds 1n 146 that
he didn’t seem confident with, so there would be two things vou could be
quite specific about 1 relation to phonics teaching. Encourage him to guess
when he’s reading, encourage him to guess at words that fit the context,
so they're not random guesses, encourage him really to take a chance, to
speed him up, and to use the context of what he’s reading. Enlarge his
sight vocabulary, start to push him on bevond the functional simple words
through games like lotto, snap, and computer games. Writing would help
there to0.

Provide introductions to books for him. Ensure that the title 15 looked
at, that the content of the book 1s predicted, and that the author s noted.
Ask him, for exampie, if he knows any other stories by this anthor. Ensure
that the blurb 15 looked at before the reading begmns, so that he's 1n the
frame of mund for reading, so he's a bit familiar with what might happen,
before he embarks on any reading.

Other things you mught consider are using tapes with a friend so he gets
the experience of complete stories, retelling stories using tapes and story
props, taking tapes of books home, seeing if you can find an author that
interests him, basing cross-curricular activities around a book, which would
then provide opportunities for him to revisit books and become confident
with books. Build up a littie core of books that he’s familiar with and feels
strongly about. Read with him, do more of what the teacher was doimng at
the begimmng of the tape, so pared reading with an aduit would be good.
This could be with a classroom assistant, a parent or a voiunteer.

I would find out what he reads at home. As a hunch, because he said he
likes humour, joke books and comics nught be a good starting point for
some reading matersal for him. Writing a joke book could be a way n to
the making of a book for him.

Challenge his understanding of books so when he’s asked to talk about
a book he’s read, if he's misunderstood, challenge that, 1 a positive way
obviously, perhaps saying ‘But I don't think that happened’, ‘Why do vou
think that happened? etc. so that he's really focusing on the meaning.
Demonstrate the use of illustrations, perhaps in shared reading activitses, so
those were Just again a brainstorm of ideas.
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KH: Thanks very nmuch, Ann. Can we change tack jusi a liltle bit now and move
away from the helpful, practical suggestions io the thinking and the theory underiy-
ing all those observations and the suggesitons you offered his teacher, I'm thinking
particularly of your own work and the major influences on your own thinking aboui
reading development.

AB: [ don’t know whether to start off with the people who influenced me
or with where I start when I’'m thinking about children and learming, or both.

KH: Yes, I like the idea of starting with the children and their learning and how
you would want to progress learning?

AB: Okay, nght. I think it’s important to trv and understand how learners
jearn and to have that as an overview, and then take how learners learn and
try and put yourself in the place of the child learning. So, thinking in a gen-
eral sense then, vou have to have a reason for _EH:Em“ you learn most effect-
wvely if there 15 a purpose. Children need torknow what 1t 1s they're learning
to do, so that they're clear on what 1t 15. They need to believe that this learn-
mg that they re undertaking makes a difference to them, and to their lives,
that 1t adds something to what they’ve got aiready. Relevance 1s umportant.
So that 15 really z starting point. Did Stephen really understand what reading
1s for and does he really know what he's embarking on, and does he know
what reading could be to him? This brings in the question really of what his
exposure to reading outside school is like and whether 1t 15 clear to him what
the function of reading 1s, so that would link 1 with those observations.

Then there 15 respecting children as ratonal curnious bemngs who are
always eager to learn, but knowing that they are iso eager to please.
Young children are so eager to please, and this can get 1 the way almost of
them tearnming, and you're not quite sure what 1t 1s, whether they arc eager
to tearn or eager to please. All children have an intense ability to tearn and
a belief that they can do 1t.

I wouid zlways emphasize that reading 1s one of the language areas, and
how we learn lessons about reading development from how children learn
to speak and commurucate, and acknowledging agamn that ability they have
to communicate 1n sO many ways and to take lessons ffom oral language
learning. So consequently the importance of believing that they will learn
to read and they will learn to write if they can see these activities as com-
municative activities, That would then take me into what s clearly, and
what has been a big mfluence on me, which 1s the work of Smith and
Goodman and the whole-language approach. Yes, they did mfluence me
terrifically, and continue to do so. That again would link in with how I
started to look at Stephen’s reading and look at the way he used context
and syntax and look at the other strategies. So thai whole miscue idea and
the retelling. What 15 the wunderstanding — that’s the whole purpose of
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reading; 1t 1sn’t reading unless you've understood what you've read, and
Goodman and Smith so emphasized this.

And then [ think other people like Gordon Wells and his work on
oral language ~ that would link, too: what he was saying about how well
children learn language 1n real contexts and where parents encourage learning
m a natural and purposeful way. It’s so important to provide models for
children. So you have to think of real contexts for this child to read in, i.e.
the social dimensions, working with friends, and the choice of resources that
would be more real to him. And this reiates to what was loosely associated
with Liz Waterland — but she didn’t start 1t off — that 15 the apprenticeship
approach. Here we have the aduit and child learning together, and the child
learning, 1n a supported way, from an adult and the child becommg more
and more competent and taking over, and taking more responsibility when
they become confident and competent at what they're dong,.

Don Holdaway was an mfluence too. He saw learmng to read as a social
activity, one where you made links between learning at home, learning
at school, the idea of shared reading. And agan the process being very
supported — giving children lots of ways into reading, giving them a set of
books that they are familiar with reading, letting them read, supported by
other children, by aduits, returning to books to read them again, And
learming the skills within the context of reading the whole or complete
text, and a text that 1s an interesting text, an important text and an enjoy-
able text, one that’s been selected pretiy carefully for its child-appeal but
also for 1ts quality.

Henrnetta Dombey has influenced me too m her work 1 trying always to
put phonics, particularly, within a context of all the other things that need
to go on. She’s particularly good 1 think at saying Don't distruss phonics,
phonics has a place but 1t always needs to occur within a context. Yes, |
think she has got a very balanced view of phonics and a very realistic one
and you'd never want to dismuss any of the strategies that mught help
children to read anyway. So 1t’s important, [ think, to recognize that there
15 2 number of strategies that we need to teach children. And she has been
very sane and good about that.

And then at a more theoretical level the work of Stanovitch wouid have
mnfuenced me. However, he can be very dismissive of whole-language
exponents, even though he very often writes that he's not being critical of
them. But 1 find him being very critical of them, somewhat disnussive
even. But his thinking on top-down and bottom-up models 15 useful. His
notion of an nteractive model of the reading process, that 1s that all the
strategies have to work together, and you don’t need to start at a top-down
or bottom-up but you acknowledge that all of them are important, has
been useful. Although I said he’s very critical of whole language, when he
talks about his models then I think he brings everything together, sounds
a bit of a paradox there, actually, that.
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KH: Do you mind if I ask you something which I didn’t really plan but
it just anses from what you're saying about integrating top-down and bottom-up
models of reading. I was jusi wondering what you thought about the National
Literacy Strategy in the light of those possible tensions between botlom-up and top-
dotvn approdches.

AB: 1 really have mixed feelings about this, Kathy, actually, vou see, as
I think vou can work with the Literacy Strategy if you want to, because
of the division nto text, sentence and word level. You can use the text
i pretty much the way, say, Don Holdaway was saving. And if you have
an understanding of the reading processes, then you can select your
objectives mn a way that still makes a very meamngful approach to the
teaching of reading. But I think that, sadly, at Kev Stage 1 and before, the
emphasts within the Literacy Strategy 15 on phonics and on the word-
level work. There are more word-level objectives and that s pushed as if
1t’s the solution to the development of reading and writing. But if you ignore
those directives we're getting and just look at the framework and you ask
‘How can | make this mto a sensible teaching programme?’ then you can make
it work, [ think. Mavbe that's a bit of an answer really — how can | make it
into something? Maybe you shouldn’t have to make it 1nto something.

If you think about the range of texts that children have to engage
with, that could be wonderful, and the real push that there i1s now on
poetry within the Strategy, and that’s really exciting, could be exciting.
But it’s become reduced really because of the word level. [ think what’s
so sad about the NLS 1s that there was a real opportunity to improve
practitioners’ understanding of the processes of reading and this hasn’t
happened. 1t has just become a mechanical thing, this is what you do and
a question of this 1s how you do it. And so I think many people haven't
had the time or mavybe even the knowledge to be able to use it in a way
that enables them to teach in a more holistic way. I suppose there are all
sorts of contradictions i there, aren’t there? What's happening 1s [ don’t
see my students — and I think my students learn fromn tiie teachers they are
working with — 1 don't see them trying to understand what their children
are domg; they're more preoccupled with what they have to teach the
children, so 1t's become a teaching thing, rather than a learning thing. {
worty about that.

Increasingly 1 think it 1s the lack of understanding of the advocated teach-
ing strategies that nterferes with the success of the Strategy. Shared read-
g, shared writing and guided writing could be very powerful teaching
and learning strategies. They have been in the past, but I don't think there
15 sufficient understanding of them — why they are powerful and how they
can support and extend children’s learming — and so they are not bewng used
to best effect by many teachers. If they were used in the way suggested by
Holdaway and exemplified in the CLPE book on shared wrting, and if
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guided writing was seen as an opportunity to engage with children and
support thew discoveries about the processes of writing, particularly those
relating to composition, t.e. like Graves’ idea of a group writing confer-
ence, they would be far more powerful. As 1t 1s, all these methods of
organizing literacy teaching are often limited to teaching children about
photucs and spelling and have often become an end in themselves. They are
filled with missed opportunities. Children are spending too much time on
the bits and pieces of reading and writing and are getting bored with the
routines. They are being taught the skills and are not aware of the joys and
uses of literacy and consequently many of them do not sec the pownt of
becoming readers and writers. When children feel this, there 1s the danger
that they will fail to learn or develop their abilities beyond what 1s accept-
able in school or use and enjoy their skills outside school.

KH: Well thanks very wuch for that. Is there anything else I should ask or
anything you want to say?

AB: Well, there 1s actually. What I was thinking about as | was dnving
here today, Kathy, and thinking about this meeting, 1s that one of the
mfluences on me 1s the literature about writing. And how writing devel-
ops, and seeing the developmental aspects of writing and then linking that
with reading, and that makes 1t very real to me. Reading work like that of
Ferrewro and Teberosky, and seemg that developmental continuum of lan-
guage learning which 1s very visible in writing and then knowing that there
15 2 developmental continuum 1 reading. Development 1n reading 13 sup-
ported, well, 1t’s 1mitative and supported as it is in writing and then the
reader becomes more and more competent and more and more familiar
with the way the writing system works and that would have affected how
1 see the devejopment of reading.

KH: Do you mean that they become more and more compeieni in all the modes of
language when you say that?

AB: Particularly connecting thetr development i reading with their devel-
opment mn writing. The feedback they get and the support that they get and
the teaching that they get that is targeted to what they don’t know vet but
yet the support 1s there for what they do know and working 1n that way
with children 1s so important, I think.

KE: And writing 15 very much your area of interest too, wsu't it?

AB: Yes it is.

KH: Ann, dagain, thank you very much.

TERESA GRAINGER'S
OBSERVATIONS, SUGGESTIONS AND
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Profile of Teresa Grainger

Teresa Gramnger 15 a principal lecturer 1 education at Canterbury Christ
Church Umiversity College, where she runs the MA in Literacy and Lan-
guage and coordinates the PGCE prnmary English programme. Her research
interests are focused on the language arts: storvtelling, poetry, drama and
literature as well as pedagogy. Her books mclude Traditionai Storytelling m
the Primary Classtoom (1997), Resourcing Drama 5-8 (2001a) and Resourcing
Drama 8—14 {2001b) both with Mark Crermin and Irclusive Educational Practice;
Literacy (2000) which she wrote with Janet Tod. Teresa was president of the
United Kingdom Reading Association (2001-02) and is editor of the refereed
UKRA journal Reading: Literacy and Language,

This 1s an edited version of a telephone conversation 1 conducted with
Teresa Granger in January 2002,

KATHY HALL (KH): Thanks, Teresa, for agreemng to do this inierview by
telephone. I'm aware that you couldn’t access ihe visual information, that you are
basing your observaiions and suggesitons only on the transcript and fhe background

notes. What do you think we know about Stephen from this linited evidence of him
as a reader?

TERESA GRAINGER (TG): | can't see his hesitations. I'm focusing
meore on what he's saying, what he’s doing with words. I don’t think this
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invalidates what I'm saying but you've got to decide as you're dong the
project. | do know the book - my children have 1t here-at home. But n any
case there are three things that I think we do know about him, things that
1 think are important, He’s the oldest child, first son, and he’s a sibling. In
terins of his personality he 15 someone who is not ebullient.

Secondly, we do know some of his reading history, We know for example
that ne didn't achieve Level 2 at the end of Key Stage i reading assessment
50 he 15 not operating at the level expected of most children of this age. He
seerns to lack confidence in himself as a reader. He expressed a fear of not
knowing the words before the recording. I was interested jn this expression
of anxiety — Iie was afraid that he wouldn’t know the words. He 1s word-
conscious then, perhaps, and he 1s hesitant.

Thirdly, through the miscue exercise you can see some of his skills.
He's reliant on phomics, 1 think, and on segmentation and blending within
that. He 1s also very reliant on the teacher — there were very many words
supplied for him. And this is where 1 might have got more informa-
tion from the visuak evidence as his face may well tell a iot about him —
whether he was trying to have a go for example. He struggled with some
of the words and the teacher frequently supplied them. Sometumes she
said ‘sound 1t out’ but mostly she supplied it. T think we know he’s be-
come over-reliant on particular skills and uses these at the expense of
others. Yet he had a good understanding of the story and did seem to
engage with it. He knew 1t was ‘in the dark’ and he knew what was going
on. And this rather surprised me as | thought it was at odds with his
reading. So in the retelling he does seem to have grasped the meaning but
he doesn’t have the confidence to have a go when he’s stuck on a word, he
Just waits to be supported — be waits for the teacher to supply the word.
These were the points that struck me I relation to what we know from
the evidence.

KH: Thank you, Teresa. Can you tell me what evidence you'd like to have; what
would you like to know about him as a reader?

TG: I'd like to know more about his reading habits, I'd like to know if he
reads at ome. I'd like to know what he does 1n class during quiet reading
time. Does he read or does ne fiddle around? Does he flick over the pages?
Does he look at the pictures? What are his preferences — does he have any
and we don't know that. What kind of reading material does he like if he's
given a chotce? What authors would he know or choose? Would he go
for an Inkpen or a Burningham? If there's a reliance on schemes in the
school, and I gather there is, then what level of the scheme 1s he on? How
conscious s he of where he 15 1 relation to others i the ciass — would he
choose 1 book to be seen to be the same as his mates in the class who may
not now be on the scheme?
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And 1 terms of his reading record I'd like to know what his self-
assessment of his own reading 1s. 'd like to know if he really has a desire to
read. Does he enjoy reading?

Although he retells as requested, he does so because his teacher asks. He
seems eager to please his teacher. He's assiduous, he reads the words as she
asks. Also the teacher does a retell rather than a reflection and a retell —
there 1s little discussion and debate. He remembered the story, to use her
key word which gives us an insight into what she thinks you should do
after the reading, that 1s remember 1t 1n order. She draws attention to
picture cues but she draws attention to sounds at least three times. The
remembering and the focus on sounds seemed to be most Important to her.
There was a tendency on her part, then, to attend to the ‘small shapes’
rather than attend to the bigger picture.

KH: Could you say a bit more about that, Teresa, what you mean by ‘sinall
shapes’? )

TG. A couple of times the teacher draws his attention to the pictures
but mostly she draws his attention to the words, the sounds of the words
and so on. She tends to concentrate on the 'small shapes’. But to be fair
to her she's doing a muscue analysis, and 1 2 strict miscue analysis one
mught offer no support at all. And this may have been a conundrum for
her. She seems to have combined an ordinary one-to-one reading encoun-
ter, which I know 1t 1sn't, with a miscue — all the time awhare you are
videoing her. She has a tendency to say “What word 15 that?” — and I'm
not saying that’s not appropriate, but she rught occasionally have high-
lighted words within words. Now of course she may have done that. |
know I can gesture with my finger to the visual cues without literally
saying 'Look at that.” Then the child feels he has made the decision himself
— but as I dida't see them reading together, I'm less confident about this
point, Equally she doesn’t stop to discuss the book, she doesn’t interrupt
to engage with the meaning of the text — now this s what I would call a
‘big shape’. T know 1t was a test situation but her inclination was only to
use two elements — prompt for visuals or prompt for sounds. And she
didn’t encourage him to recogmze parts of words. She didn't encourage
him to read on to help him get the word. She’s probably thinking ‘This 1s
a muscue analysts and I musn't mterrupt.” The bit about the peanut butter
was great, now this kind of interaction could have happened during the
reading although one doesn’t want too many breaks as this would interrupt
the story too much.

The other thing wn relation to this is the affirmation - his teacher is good
at affirming and encouraging him. But I think she overdoes the ‘good boy’;
she says this several tunes, especially when he sounds a word out. 1 think
vou might want to extend such interruptions mto a moment's discussion
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- ‘Do you think he would bite? I wouldn't like it if a teddy bear bit me etc.
Do you think he did bite? Let’s read on and find cut.” That kind of thing
makes a difference to the next bit of the text I think, and I think 1t's better
than ‘good boy’ as you create the desire to know rather than only affirming
that he has read words correctiy. And I have to say ‘good bov’ sounds
rather patromzing to me anyway. But then I know it's easy to be critical
when it’s not you. So reaily the pomt I'm making 1s that I would suggest
the teacher might pay more attention to the meanngs, nterpretations,
rather than focus too narrowly on the accuracy of the words. In other

words ['d recommend more emphasis on the ‘big shapes’ and less emphasis
on the "small shapes’.

KH: Okay, thanks for that.

TG. Getung back to what else I'd like to know about Stephen. I'd like
to know what his attitude to reading 15. He nught well sit 1n ‘read atoud’
time and be an avid listener, or he might fiddle with his shoe laces. I'd like
to know a lot more about his commitment to reading. So ' would like
to know more than ‘his word’ as it were, which I think 15 what we mainty
got 1n the miscue transcript. 1 would want to see his behaviour, what he
actually does, and I'd like to know about his interest in reading at home.

I'd also like to know what the parental support 1s like. Does he read
at home? Does he read independentiy? Does he read to his sibling? Does
he read aloud? It sounds as if his mum is helpful and supportive but this
doesn’t always mean parents know how to support 1n the best way. Is she
asking him to read to her or 1s she reading with him, are they reading
together? She’s a supportive mum clearly and I'd like to know what kind of
guidance parents are offered by the school in this regard.

Last thing I'd like to know — and this probably should be the first thing
L mentioned — that 1s what he 1s like as a person. I’d like to know about his
personality, his mterests, his tendencies, what gets him gomng. 1 believe
strongly that we can hook childeen 1t who aren't yet capable and com-
mitted or confident if we work through their interests, by finding the
subject marter that ensnares them 1n some way. Not all children are gong
to be confident to pick up, say, a Harry Potter book and read it, but what
I would at least want 1s that they would come to the idea of a book 1 your
hand as not being a negative thing. If he has rollerblades, a skateboard and
s0 on then perhaps ne’'d read material about his hobbies; would he fook
at a catalogue or a book about his interests? In this way one could tempt

him into reading via his interests and begmn to get a handle on the kinds of
narrative texts he mught enjoy.

KH: So what do you think his teacher should do to advance him as a reader?
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TG. 1think the first thing to do 1s put this evidence alongside other know-
ledge about him as a reader along the lines 1 was suggesting just now. A
muscue 15 not enough of course, 1t only really locks at the cueing systems
although it should encompass comprehension and response as well. The
other sorts of evidence should coime from a reading conference, from observa-
tions of him 1n the classroom, talks with his parents — all of this to get a
bigger picture of him. Then one could devise a plan for him and indeed for
others who may have a sumilar profile. The teacher should deveiop a series
of specific aspects to take him forward. She might draw on the support of
a classroom assistant here, his parents, herself working in a one-to-one
with him where she can, but this will not be so easy. So she might group
him with some others who also need the same kind of support and here 1
would make use of guided reading.

However, a pomnt I would emphasize is that the specific support planned

‘for him should be set within a wider cuiture of language and literacy. |

think there’s a danger in thinking that the specifics can be done separately ~
this work should be integrated into a widet programme of literacy develop-
ment that prioritizes meaning in a lterature-rich classroom environment.

In relation to the specifics 1t would be sensible to use the key pedagogies
of shared and guided reading in particular, and within these the teacher
would need to extend his cueing systems. He doesn’t seem to be aware of
the cueing systems he’s using. And I think this could be done 1n shared and
guided reading contexts where peers can discuss the cueing system they
use. I'm not suggestmg he needs that terminology but I dor think these
kinds of sessions can develop metalinguistic awareness. Provide oppostun-
ities for children to articulate what they do when they're stuck — ‘I read on
to the end of the line when I'm stuck on a word’ etc. He’s not looking
for words within words, he’s not guessing what’s conung next 1n the text.
Sometimtes he made errors as if he wasn't sure what the sense of the
sentence was. And this would need to be rackled in those kinds of sesstons
where children talk about what they do as they read and are specifically
taught strategies.

I think his teacher might develop his sight words more thoroughly — he’s
not using graphic knowledge well. | would suggest iots of games for this.

My sense 1s that he’s probably come through a strong phonics diet and
that’s fine, but he doesn’'t know what to do when he meets a word that
1s phonetically wrregular, he waits to be told what 1t 1s. And as 've said
before, he is preoccupied with the words — he hasn’t struck out on his OWIL;
he’s not making his own guesses using a range of context and visual and
semantic cues; and here he needs to be supported a ot more, He needs
a wider range of strategies for tackling the words and he needs to know he
1s doing :t. What I mean here s that in the guided reading sessions she
needs to help him become aware that he’s been taught how to read for-
ward, to check the picture cues and so on, that he can do those things when
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he comes to an unknown word; then hie can practise these strategies at
home. It’s as if *knowing’ the words is the only part of the reading process
for him.

What 1 think his teacher should be ainmg for 1s for him to become
increasingly independent as a reader. To get more confidence he may well
need highly patterned language like one finds in the Dr Seuss books — that
he can read independently, and have some fun with. He might be encour-
aged to engage in poetic performance. He could, for example, work with
one or two friends on putting a poem on tape, using expressive voices,
and nterpreting the poem in some way, This could wmvoive using highly
patterned verse, which would give him the freedom to read some text
well. Equally he could tell stories onto tapes. He’s not likely to want to be
m the story chair himself and be a teller, but if he’s working in a group and
he knows he’s going to have a part to play, a role to perform with his
mates, he might begin to engage more with the meaning, with fluency and
exXpression,

| believe strongly the teacher needs to read aloud to him (and to the
class), and develop his awareness of authors. Reading partnerships would
aiso be good for him - where, for example, the Year 5s partner with the
Year 3s. This would be excellent support for him because he certainiy
doesn’t want to be placed in a position where he 1s exposed. This arrange-
ment benefits everyone but it especially benefits the weaker readers. All of
this should be happemng, | think, within a wider context of a classroom
that celebrates authors, that emphasizes reading and writing for meaningful
purposes. The "additional literacy support’ could be used for his specific
difficulties but none of this will work unless 1t’s set within a context of
meaningful engagement with literature profiled in the classroom.

KI: What kind of theoreircal framework do you draw on in making all these
recommendations?

TG. I take a Vygotskian view of learning — 2 social interactiomst perspect-
wve. The learner must appreciate the purpose of what he’s doing if he 1s
golng to develop as an independent reader. If he doesn’t understand the
purposes and have his own purposes for reading, he’s only going to con-
tinue to develop 1 those contexts in which he's being supported. I'm also
very influenced by reader response theory, and the author—reader—text
triangle as well as the work done at the Insttute of Education {London)
(e.g. James Britton, Harold Rosen, and Margaret Meek) and Donald Graves,
the Goodmans, and Frank Smith. I'm interested n the author—reader—text
triangle. 1 would locate myself within the whole-language movement but
I would also say that within the whole-language movement there’s a range
of people and views. For example, I think it's important to get a balance
between implicit and explicit teaching/learning ~ I'd like children to discuss
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theirr cuemng systems. 1 don’t think Goodman himself suggests children
discuss reading strategies, and the NLS supports such a stance. Teachers
don’t have to own this knowiedge — we can share it and 1 think there is
much scope for the use of retrospective miscue analysis — this helps children
make their own independent moves forward. For me reading 15 a problem-
solving business and I believe children need to see this, to self-correct ctc.
But to bother to preblem solve, to bother to selfccorrect, you've got to
know there’s meaning to be had, and you’'ve got to value this. So we come
back to the purpose of the enterprise and how children learn this through
engagement and interaction. After all, if reading 15 anything it's thinking
about meaning.

We need to make sure that we are integrating not oniy the modes of
language, listening, speaking, reading and wnting, but also developing
children’s skills, understanding, knowledge and attitudes. Okay, naming
the phonemes mught be a significant piece of knowledge to have, but
without a wider framework we re in danger of developing the skills at the
expense of the fundamental enterprise of making meaning. We can easily
ncrease knowledge about language but we need to ensure that children are
able to make good use of this knowledge 1 creative applications and for
thewr own purpeses, and in my opimon this 1s not what’s happening nation-
ally at the moment ~ at least in the case of writing. The holistic develop-
ment of the dividual is important and we shouldn’t neglect 1t.

KH: Many thanks, Teresa. I very much appreciate the time youw've taken fo study
the evidence and to talk io me.




READING AS A
PROBLEM-SOLVING ACTIVITY

Intraduction

How would we describe some of the theoretical underpsnmings of the
observations and suggestions of our scholars so far? Each of them high-
lighted some of the theorists and theories that have informed therr judge-
ments and understandings of the reading process. Each of them drew on
a range of literature and thinking about language and about learming, It 15
certainly not mty intention here to suggest that these scholars can be con-
veniently pigeon-holed or categonzed into a particular camp — if anything,
this book shows just how futile, crude and simplistic such an approach
would be. You mught well wonder, then, at the title of Part One, which
does suggest a particular perspective on literacy. My expianatuon 1s this.
You can usefully consider the observations and suggestions of our scholars
against some of the major perspectives that have mformed the field of
reading. You can begin to detect the reiative impact on their thinking of
these various perspectives and how they differ 1n the emphasis they place
on different theoretical principles. You can begin to work out what theor-
ies seem to be heavily mfluencing their ideas and suggestions, and by so
doing you can begin to formulate your own theoretical perspective which,
I suggest, 15 very likely to draw on more than one or even two major
perspectives. This s perfectly reasonable, given that all these perspectives
are attempting to describe the same process. This part of the book looks at
reading through a psycho-linguistic lens and it refers back to our scholars’
suggestions from tune to tume n order to trace the mnfluence on them of
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this particular stance. Psycho-lingtnstics 1s the interdisciplinary field of
psychology and linguistics i which lznguage behaviour s studied.

Whence the psycho-linguistic perspective?

The linguwist Noam Chomsky (1963) revolutionized the study of lantguage
when he demonstrated that comprehending language was not a matter of
linking up the varrous meanings of adjacent words. This kind of linear
processiig was the basis of the behaviourist psychologists’ accounts of
language comprehension that had prevailed for some fifty vears before.
Children did not stmpiy umitate the language they heard, Chomsky sug-
gested. Language was far too complex to be acquired i this way. He
postulated a nativist view of language acquisiton in suggesting that
humans are mnnately predisposed to acquire the language of their environ-
ment. Children naturally acquire the language of the home by sheer expos-
ure, he observed, and they become good users of oral language long before
they start school. Moreover, they become proficient 0 oral fanguage with-
out direct mstruction. In Chomsky’s view, humans had to be equipped
with some cognitive device for working out the complex rules of language
— how else could you expian this remarkable achievement?

Many 1n the field of reading, especially psychoiogists, then began to
wonder if Chomsky’s observations about oral kanguage could also be
applied ro wntten language. This was how a psycho-linguistic position on
reading came about. While Chomsky had argued that children were innately
equipped to learn language, psycho-linguists went on to demonstrate that
children were active learners who worked out the rules of language for them-
selves. When a child says ‘I eated myv dinner’, or ‘I can see two sheeps’ s/he
15 inferring that you put an event in the past by adding ‘ed’ to the verb and
that you make a noun plural by adding 5. So mustakes 1n their orat jan-
guage give msights into the way children were ferring the rules. Could
there be parallels i written language? Do children learn how to read and to
write in much the same way as they acquired oral language? Could learmng
to read and to write be natural?

Reading as natural and as a constructive or problem-solving
activity

These questions exercised several literacy researchers but perhaps few more
so than Kenneth and Yetta Goodiman and Frank Smith. Kenneth Goodman
argued that the mistakes, or what be termed ‘muscues’, children make while
reading are better viewed as information about the comprehending process
the reader is going through than mistakes to be eliminated. They should be
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viewed, he argued, as indicators of how the reader was making sense of the
text. He concluded that, because children were better able to read words m
story contexts than in word lists, they were using context knowledge to
support comprehension and word identification. It’s important to note that
reading, according to Goodman, depends not only on the text but also on
what the reader brings to the text i the form of previous knowledge, not
Just of flanguage, but knowledge of the world itself. He says:

Reading 1s a constructive process: both the text and the meaning
are constructed by the reader. That means that at any point in time
there are two or more texts during reading: the published text and the
reader’s text. In the transactions, both the reader and the text are
changed. The reader’s knowledge and schemata are changed, and the
text 1s changed as the reader constructs it to fit expectations and world
knowledge. In this emerging consensus, what the reader brings to the
text is as important as anything n the text. Comprehension always
depends on the reader’s knowledge, beliefs, schemata, and language
ability.

(Goodman 1992: 358)

Overall, emphasis 15 placed on the meaning that learners themselves want
to communcate,

His close observation and analysis of actual reading behaviour led him to
describe reading as “a psycho-lingustic guessing game’ (Goodman 1967).
Here he laid out the elements of language that he thought readers used to
construct meaning from texts. He suggested that readers draw on three cue
systems simultaneously to make sense of text: graphophonic, syntactic, and
semantic cues. He said:

The readers of English I have studied utilize three cue systems simuli-
taneously. The starting pount is graphic in reading and we may call one
cue system ‘graphophonic’. The reader responds to graphic sequences
and may utilize the correspondence between the graphic and phono-
logical systems of his English dialect . . . The second cue system the
readers nses 1s ‘syntactic’. 'The reader using pattern markers such as
function words and inflectional suffixes as cues recognizes and predicts
and structures . . . The third cue system 1s ‘semantic’. In order to derive
meaning from {anguage, the language user must be able to provide
semantic mput. This 15 not sumply a queston of meaning for words
but the much larger question of the reader having sufficient experience
and conceptual background to feed into the reading process so that he
can make sense out of what he’s reading . . .

(Goodman 1973: 25-6)

By using all these cue systems readers could mmimize uncertainty about
unknown words and meanings. Since readers are viewed to be naturally
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motivated to make sense of texts, Goodman saw no reason to distinguish
between a word-identification phase and a comprehension phase n reading
nor to Isolate any single cue system for separate tramng or development.
He said *We can study how each one (cue system) works in reading and
writing, but they can't be 1sofated for instruction without creating non-
language absiractions’ (Goodman 1986: 38-9).

Similarty, Frank Smith's Understanding Reading (1971) argued that
reading was not something that you are taught, but rather something you
learned to do as a consequence of belonging to a literate society and he
postulated that there were no special prerequisites to learmng to read. He
said “I'he function of teachers 1s not so much to *“teach” reading as to heip
children read” (1971: 3). For him, vou learn to read by reading and you
learn to write by writing, In line with Goodman’s notion of reading as
a psycho-linguistic guessing game, Siith suggested that reading was a
matter of making mmformed predictions about a text based on what readers
already knew about how language works (syntactic and semantic know-
ledge) and what they knew about the world (semantic knowledge). His
idea was that the reader develops hunches or hypotheses about upcoming
words in a text and then confirms what the word is by sampling onky a
few features of the visual display. He advanced the controversial idea that
reading was only incidentally visual — he mumimized the roie that graphic
mformation plays in reading, sayng:

The more difficulty a reader has with reading, the more he relies on
the visual information; this statement applies to both the Auent reader
and the beginner. In each case, the cause of the difficulty 15 mability to
make full use of syntactic and semantic redundancy, of nonvisuai sources
of information.

{Smith 1971: 221)

And two years later he reiterated the secondary importance of visual informa-
tion 1n saying ‘It 15 clear that the better reader barely looks at the
individural words on the page’ (Smith 1973: 190). By nonvisual sourees hie
meant readers’ prior knowledge of the context and of the way language
works. He argued for the umportance of these sources of information so
readers could make good predictions and so they would not have to rely
too heavily on visual information, thus iosing sight of the meaning.

Even more controversially, Smith {1973: 105) clamed that ‘readers do
not use {and do not need to use) the alphabetic principle of deceding to
sound in order to learn to identify words’. To reiterate Smith’s position: in
coming to the text with expectations and a disposition to predict, readers
sample just enough of it to confirm or reject their predictions. As will be
demonstrated below, this take on reading and, 1 particuiar, the status
Smith (and others) attributed to graphophonic knowledge have since been
chatlenged and found to be maccurate.
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Basically psycho-linguists, like the Goodmans and Smith, view WIIting
as paralleling oral language, differmg only mt mode, In 1980 Yetta Good-
man clumed ‘Language development 1s natural whether weitten or oral. It
develops 1n a sociak setting because of the human need to communicate and
mnteract with the significant others in the culture’ (Goodman 1980; 3).
Written language 1s seen as having the same functions as all other forms of
language (listening, speaking) which mciude the need to mform, to communic-
ate, to wnteract with others, to fearn about the world and so on. Iu other
words, language, whatever 1ts mode, serves a purpose for the learner; young
children learn to talk because it is useful and functional for them. So the argu-
ment goes that if written language 1s also seen as functional, then children
will learn to produce (write) and understand it (read) in much the same way.
And just as oral language 1s learned without direct teaching, so too written
language could be kearned without direct intervention. In this country several
theorists advocated greater links across the various modes of language and
they rased awareness of the power of language as a mediwn of fearning (e.g.
Barnes ef at. 1972; Britton 1972; Barnes 1981; Corden 2000).

The Goodmans (1979) actually assumed that there was only one read-
ing process, that is that all readers, whether beginner/inexperienced or
fluent/experienced use the same process, although they differ in the controi
they have over the process. They assumed a non-stage reading process, in
other words. in their view the major advantage experienced readers have
over texperienced ones is their better knowledge of language and of the
world. As such, skilled readers, it was thought, relied less on orthographic
wformation.

The teacher’s rote i this model mvolves two things: first, creating a
climate in whicit children would be interested in using reading and writing
- as Newman (1985) put it, offering ‘invitations’ to learn — and second,
enabling children join the ‘literacy ciub’ as Smith (1992). In this view read-
ng developinent 1s best fostered through exposure to text that 1s rich 1n
natural language and through helping the reader attend to meanings and
contexts. It 13 assumed that controlling the vocabulary of texts or attending
to parts of words would not pay dividends; that 1 fict such an approach
would limit opportunities for learning,.

in this context Wade (1990) debated the inadequacies of the reading
schemes of the time n this country, providing an instance from one in
which reading i reverse order from line etghteen to line one, rather than
from line one to eighteen, appeared to make as much (or as litttel) sense.
He argued that the short sentences, the simple vocabutary and repetition of
sounds, words and ideas limited the reader’s meaning-making and predic-
tion potential. Similarly Margaret Meek (1988} criticized the disconnective
text, the msubstantial characters and the Jack of interest or suspense 1n the
tram of events i reading schemes, contrasting this with the richness of
language and satisfying piots associated with children’s literature.

Reading as a problem-solving activity 41

Because reading 1s seen to develop ‘from whole to part, from vague to
prease, from gross to fine, from highly concrete and contextualized to
more absiract’ (Goodman 1986: 39) this perspective on the reading process
1s often thought of as a ‘top-down’ model of literacy development. Whoie
stories are seen as better than sentences and sentences are scen as better than
words (Holdaway 1979). Dividing language mto smaller and smaller parts
or subskills jeopardizes clartty, meaning and ssmplicity, 1t 15 assumed. While
the teaching of ‘basic language skills’ 1s not ruled out, 1t 15 recommended
that they are developed within a wider language context which can make
vital contributions to the effictency and organization of the classroom for
learning. Both Ann Browne and Teresa Grainger stressed this point about
integration and sense of purpose n their deliberations about Stephen. In
fact both scholars gave this the status of 2 principle of tearning. They spoke
about the importance of purpose, reievance and of intrinsic motivation.
Ann asked: “Does he understand what reading 15 for?’ and Teresa’s unease
about the teacher’s affirmations for word accuracy shows her contention that
reading and homdzmm are largely based on’intrinsic motivation and personal
relevance rather than on extrinsic rewards and the proddings of others.

Principles of whole language and real books in the ciassroom

Psycho-linguists, such as those noted above, and the literacy scholars and
teachers who are persuaded by therr thinking, believe that all language 1s
used for authentic purposes and that language, whether orai or written, 18
best if it 15 learned for authentic purposes. Whoie language refers to the
teaching of reading and writing using complete texts in communicative
situztions, 1n contrast to skill practice or 1solated language drill. The assump-
tion 15 that the model of acquisition through reaf use (not threugh practice
exercises) 15 the best model for developing literacy. This is the way
Goodman’s popular book What's Whole in Whole Language (1986: 24) suunmed
1t up for teachers and parents:

Why do people create and learn written language? They need it! How
do they learn it? The same way that they tearn oral language, by using
It m authentic literacy events that meet their needs. Often children
have trouble learning written language in school. it’s not because it's
harder than learning oral language, or learned differently. It's because
we’ve made 1t hard by trying to make 1t easy. Frank Smith wrote an
article called ‘12 Easy Ways to Make Learning to Read Hard’. Every
way was designed to make the task easy by breaking it up in small
bits. But by isolating prnt from its functionai use, by teaching skills
out of context and focusing on written language 25 an end in 1iself, we
make the task harder, impossible for some children.
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The key principle 1s that literacy development should be consistent with
language development i general and this tneans adhering to the following
principles in the classtoom:

whole, real functional language;

authentic speech aces and literacy everts;

ownership for the learner;

use of literature and other authentic language in reading;

choice of topics in a wide range of genres for writing;

mtegrating language modes L.e. listening, speaking, reading and writing;

integrating language and content in the curriculum;

building on the tanguage, cuiture, and experience of learners.
(Goodman 1992}

Frank Smith (1978) summed up the implications for the classroom by iden-
tifying two basic necessities for learning to read: the availability of interest-
g materials that make sense to the Jearner and an understanding adult as
a guide. Margaret Meek (1982: 9) endorsed this stance, saying ‘A book, a
person and shared emjoyment: these are the conditions of success.’

So the nature of the texts is important {Meek 1988) and so too is the
nature of the interaction occurring around texts. The use of texts based on
naturai language, 1.e. real books rather than commercually produced read-
mng schemes or basal readers, 15 important. One proponent, Liz Waterland
{1988), suggested that you can test the suitability of the language by asking
whether the book can be read aioud by a fluent reader in a natural manmner.
In her view the language used should be natural, predictable and meaning-
ful to the child.

tn the whole-language classroom, emphasis 1s placed on empowermg the
learner. Goodman (1986: 26) expressed it as follows: ‘Language develop-
ment 1s empowering: the learner “owns’’ the process, makes the decisions
about when to use it, what for and with what resuits . . . literacy is empower-
ing too, it the learner is in control with what’s done with it

Harste (198%9: 245) claimed that ‘whoie language 1s essentially a theory of
voice that operates on the premuse that all students must be heard’. And
Goodman (1992: 359-60) argued that ‘learning 1s at best diminished and at
worst drastically changed when it 1s controlled by the teacher’ Teachers,
lie says, should seek to ‘mediate’ rather than mtervene. He exemplified the
role of the teacher by suggesting that hie or she should discuss book choices
with pupils, they should offer a range of ideas to help pupils select writing
topics. The teacher 15 encouraged to promote pupil discussion, to mvite the
pupils’ own ideas and get them to consider possibilities rather than give
them an algorithm or a readv-made solution.

In sum, what the psycho-linguists sought to get us away from was the
notion — that had prevailed for so long i the development in reading 1
schools ~ that reading 15 a linear process of letter-by-letter deciphering,
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sounding out, word recognition and finally text comprehension. It is not
a linear process, they insisted, but a meanng-building (constructivist),
problem-solving one.

Interactive activities with authentic texts

A tymcal day m a2 whole-language classroom might include work 1m
personal journats, small group discussion of curriculum events, ‘guiet time’
for reading, ‘show and tell’, conferences with the teacher or volunteer on
recently read or written books, read alouds, and class and group responses
to literature, Teresa Gramger and Ann Browne recommended several
approaches for Stephen’s teacher that fit with the above principles. Typical
interactive activities indicative of classrcoms comumutted to whole language
and real books would include the following:

e Shared reading experiences through reading of ‘big books’, 1.e. books
with print and illustrations large enough to be seen by evervone in 2
group - onginated by Holdaway (1979). This encourages readers to join
m reading with the teacher and, as they become familiar with the books,
to discuss the illustrations, the contents, the language, etc. This collaborat-
1ve activity 1s especially good for modelling reading for beginner readers.

» Hearing children read and sustained silent reading 1n which the teacher
can guide, encourage and facilitate reading development (Campbell 1990).

*» Teacher reading stories aloud to the class — this 15 especially good for
developing understanding of how books work and how language works,
for learming new words and syntactic structures, and for learning the
pleasure of reading (Meek 1988; Fox 2001).

e Literature carcles — for nxuaw_.n“ discussion of one plece of m.nn_.mEum that
everyone has read; discussion of related texts; discussion of texts from
the same genre e.g. mystery stories; the circle may focus on literature by
a particular poet or author; discussion of work of a local authior who then
visits the group; discussion of literature written by class members (Calkins
1986; Harste and Short 1991).

e Literature response activities — book sales volving pupils 1n creating a
commercial to sell a favounte book to the class; pupils to create murals,
pictures, paintings, collage, sculpture, mobiles, pasters; pupils to perform
dramatized versions of the literature or create a puppet show,; writing or
dramatization of the story to mvolve the creation of new endings; tefling
the story from the pomnt of view of one of the characters; journal or
letters to be written from the perspective of one of the book’s characters;
pupils to create a newspaper based on the time pertod and the happenings
m the story; pupils to interview one another about their responses to the
story; pupils to research the life of the author (Harste and Short 1991).

f —
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® The use of reading and writing workshops {Graves 1983) and the author's
chair’* (Graves and Hansen 1983), conducting writing/reading conferences
(Calkins 1991).

The above suggestions are all heavily oriented towards constructing mearmng
from and responding to literature. Underlying literature-based teaching is
the theory of reader response. Reading 1s viewed as a dynamic nteraction
between the reader and the text. Enjoyment of the reading experience 1s
unportant and this 1s prioritized over gathering facts or details from what 1s
read. Traditional teaching of comprehenston was largely based on questron-
ing pupils about its literal contents. Teresa Grainger wanted Stephen’s teacher
to focus more on the relationship between the text and his life and less on
low-level questions and in this she was drawing on ‘reader response theory’.
She would encourage teachers to ask pupils questions to explore feelings
about the text and to make links between the text and thewr own lives.

Rosenblatt (1991} proposed the idea that one reads from cne or two
stances. One stance she called ‘aesthetic’, which occurs when the reader 1s
focused on what he 1s living through during the reading event — the reader
1s attending to the words and to the qualitative overtones of the ideas,
Images, situations and characters that are being evoked m him as he reads
the text. The second stance Rosenblatt described 1s ‘efferent’. This 1s a
stance concerned with the information the reader takes away from the text.
These two stances are not mutually exciusive but, according to Rosenblatt,
when reading literature the predommant stance should be aesthetic. That
15, literature should be read primarily for the enjoyment of the experience.
Approaching literature from an efferent stance she says gives the impres-
sion that stories should be read for facts and analysis. For this reason she
urges teachers to dwell m the experience of reading and to prolong the
agsthetic experience through the kinds of activities listed above — drawing,
writing, drama, dance and discussion.

Reading 1 a whole-language classroom would not typrcally include
kearnng at sound-symbol correspondence for its own sake or using artificial
tasks such as worksheets, although mini-lessons may be offered on different
aspects of the reading or writing task 10 order to enable learners to achieve
their purpose within the task. Phonics, for example, would not be taught
explicitly or systemmatically. Phonics teaching is uswally integrated mnto
meaning-based reading and writing activities and done mcidentally as teachers
decide 1t 15 needed. Whole-language teachers typically provide phonics 1n-
struction as part of mvented spelling activities. But whole-language theory
regards letter-sound relations (which is referred to as graphophonemics) as
just one of three cueing systems — the others being semantic/meaning cues
and syntactic/language cues.

"Teaching of such muni-iessons would be a response to children’s needs in
relation to an authentic literacy task. Isolating skill sequences is out and
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slicing up literacy 1nto grade- or class-appropriate skills, objectives, or out-
comes 15 unacceptable in this model. So tco 1s simplifying texts by controi-
fing their sentence structures and vocabuiary, or organizing them around
phonic patterns, This view of teaching 1s 1n direct contrast to direct mstruc-
tion or objectives-based wstruction which relies on the breaking down of
written language nto subskills and parts and pre-planning teaching to teach
these subskills (Stahl 1997). The problem classic whole-language theorists
have with the kind of pre-planned, systematic and subskills-oriented
approach 1s that they think this runs counter to children defining the pur-
poses for their literacy activities, It 1s thought to disempower the learner.
Before moving to a discussion of the impact of the whole-language move-
fment on classroom practrce it 1s worth noting that our two scholars, while
subscribing to the principles of whole language, do not reject the importance
of explicit teaching of language skills provided this is done m a way that
maintains an cmphasts on meaning and understanding of the text. For
example, Teresa Gramger talked about explicit teaching m a rich context of
literacy study. Ann Browne said Stephen needed specific phome teaching
1n some aspects and she and Teresa said he needed more sight word traming.

Influence and impact of the psycho-linguistic perspective

In England the whole-language or real books approach harks back to the
‘language experience’ approach that was initiated by the Schools Council
Initial Literacy Project known as Breakthrough o Literacy (Mackay et al,
1978). This 1nitiative emphasized the learner’s active engagement m the
comprebension and constructton of authentic texts and sought to reduce
reliance on textbooks. In a sense, therefore, the stage had to some extent
been set for the adoption of whole-language practices in schools.
Research on practice, however, revealed that teachers typically did not
abandon more traditional methods of teaching reading, including the use
of schemes and the teaching of word attack skills and phonic knowledge.
But the politicization, during the 1980s and 1990s, of education n general,
and of reading 1n particular, polarized the debate about teaching methods.
30 vou had journalists who were only too eager to suggest that teachers
expected pupils to pick up reading an school, without any guidance or
structure {Phillips 1990), and others, who should know better, who clamed,
on the basis of spurious evidence, that an apparent fall in reading standards
was down to the adoption of whole-language methods (Turner 1990). In
1996 an official, but controversial, report on the teaching of reading n
inner London schools clarmed that the systematic teaching of phionics was a
“significant ormyssion’ in practice (Qfsted 1996: para. 16). My recent reread-
mng of that report and other studies of practice (e.g. DES 1990) convinces
me that the principles and practices of whole language were elements of
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a broader repertowe of teacher practices that sought to balance direct teaching
of word recognmtion skills with an emphasis on meamng-based approaches
through the use of good quality literature. There 1s no doubt that the
principles and procedures associated with whole language impacted on teachers
in this country and teachers found the ideas liberatng and engaging. Ann
Browne and Teresa Grammger are especially persuaded by the arguments of
this stance on literacy. IDavid Wray, whose imnterview transcript 1s pre-
sented in the next part of the book, acknowledged 1ts impact on him as a
teacher and although he now, like Ann and Teresa, has reservations about
aspects of the movement, its ideas undoubted]y resonated with him. Laura
Huxford too, as will be demonstrated, draws on psycho-linguistic theory
1 her interpretation of Stephen’s learning needs,

The other side of the Atlantic would seem to have embraced whole
language more readily and more exclusively, Commenting on the rapid
nise of the whole-language movement m America, David Pearson (1993
504) said:

Never have [ witnessed anvthing like the rapid spread of this recent
movement |whole language] awav from mechamstically driven and
toward child-centered approaches to teaching reading. Pick your meta-
phor - epidemic, wildfire, manna from heaven. The movement has
spread 50 rapidly throughout North America that 1t 1s a fact of life in
literacy curriculum and research.

Some have argued that whole language/real books 15 both a philosophy
and an mstructronal approach, with the aim of motivating and nteresting
learners in the process of learning (Bergeron 1990}, However, Newman
(1983), n contrast, argued that 1t 15 not a method of instruction in the
conventional sense but that 1t 15 a philosophy. Watson (1989) suggested that
whele language 15 difficult to define because most whole-language advo-
cates reject definitions and those who seek definitions, she claims, usually
disapprove of the approach in the first ptace.

To some extent the difficulty associated with definition arises because
whole language 15 percerved as a democratic concept that allows for indi-
vidual interpretation and variation — It 15 seen as a concept that 15 not applied
umversally; ‘it represents local, rather than umiversal, truth’ (Gunderson
1997: 237). In addition, the strong emphasis of psycho-linguists on response
to literature, rather than on reading achievement as measured by standard-
1zed achievement tests, adds to the difficuity of evaluating 1t. Response to
literature and motivating children to become avid readers are more com-
plex to assess than reading attainment 1 the more traditional sense of
decoding and literal comprehension.

Despite the above defimtional difficuities, some researchers have sought
to compare whole-language approaches with more traditional methods nvolv-
mg the use of direct mstruction and reading schemes and also to assess 1t
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against 1ts own auns. In general 1t would appear that the resuits of these
studies are yruxed, with some showing gains and advantages for whole
language and others showing disadvantages {Stahl et af. 1994). There 15
some evidence o suggest that whole-language approaches may have an
important function early in the process of learning to read, but that as the
child’s needs shift, they become less effective (Stahl and Miller 1989). tt
seems too that the literacy skills tapped by standardized tests take longer to
learn in whole-language classes than in more traditional classes (Gunderson
1997).

The psycho-linguistic model certamty placed unprecedented emphasis on
motivating learners to become readers and writers. We are familiar with
the criticism that, while producing pupils who can read, schools are fess
good at turning out those who do read. There 1s sound evidence that a
literature-oriented approach promotes children’s independent reading as well
as thew understanding of the story genre (Morrow 1992) and that 1t fosters
the use of comprehension strategies and nom::S atttudes towards reading
(Guthrre ef al. 20009.

Of particular interest, 1 my view, is the debate about the impact on
minority groups, for exampie children from economucally disadvantaged
backgrounds. Stahl and Miller (1989) found no study involving tie latter
that particularly favoured whole language. The explanation for the apparent
lack of effects favourng whole language with disadvantaged pupils may
be that such children may need more than that which whole language
provides. Stahl (1999} suggests that children who come from homes where
there is a great deal of support for literacy may fare better in whole-
language classrooms since these pupils will already have acquired experi-
ences that match the need to make choices in the literacy-rich environinents
they encounter i school. in contrast, pupils who come from homes where
there are few books, where they are not read to, and where m:u_r_cmﬁ games
are not features, may not have the necessary skills to take advantage of the
learrung opportunities on offer. The assumption here, of course, is that
whole-language classtooms exhibit continuity with life in middle-class
homes and discontinuity with life in working-class homes.

This thinking aiso fits with Lisa Delpit's criticisms of indirect or process
teaching approaches more generally. She argues (1995) that some pupils are
likely to interpret this pedagogy as doing nothing or it may, at best, remain
a mystery to them since their expectations of how teachers ought to behave
conflict with the facilitative, mdirect role that they actually get. It could
also be that the high regard that some mnority groups have for teachers as
powerful authonty figures indicates that they rely on and expect direct
teaching from their teachers. The logic here 35 that while whole-language
classrooms may well work for middle-ciass, mamstreamn pupils, they may
not work for culturally and lingwstically different pupils because they may
have different expectations regarding teacher role. However, | must add
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that, mtuitively sensible though this line of argument 1s, I could m:.ﬁ no
study that provided evidence of this so 1t must be taken as a hypothesis
awaiting refutation or conficmation by research.

The counter-argument here 15 also compelling. That 15 that pupils who
depend on schools to become literate are probably most m need of authentic
literacy experiences. Lots of drifl and skill-based activities may well fail
to help these pupils to become thoughtful readers, and people for whom
reading matters in their lives. Of course this doesn’t mean that the opposite
15 the answer for these pupils (Hiebert 1994). We return to this point later
when we explain and discuss ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ modeis.

The National Literacy Strategy and a psycho-linguistic
perspective

Cugyent literacy policy in England 1s nfluenced by the psycho-lingustic
perspective discussed above, specifically i 1ts acknowledgement of the
various cueing systems that learners need in order to become effective
readers. First, a brief introduction to the Nattonal Literacy Strategy (NLS).

The NLS was mtroduced mto primary schools in England m 1998, and
although 1t 1s not legally binding like the National Curriculum, teachers
and schools are strongly urged by national policy makers to adhere to
it. The vast majority of schools now implement it. Its introduction was
controversial as st marked a departure from what had obtamed prior to it
insofar as teachers up until 1998 could determine what teaching practices
and mode of orgamzation to use in the classroom to devefop literacy, Its
introduction followed more than a decade of debate about supposedly poor
standards of literacy m prunary schools.

Termliy teaching objectives for each year of the primary age range are
described 1n detail in the Strategy. A structure for tume and class manage-
ment of a daily Literacy Hour 1s specified: it 1s expected that for at least 60
per cent of the time pupils should be working with the teacher. Three
broad elements of literacy are the focus of the Strategy:

s word-level work (phonics, spelling and <Onuc£m_.§“.
s sentence-level work {grammar and punctuation); and
s text-level work {(comprehension and composition).

It 1s clearly stated that successful reading depends on 2 range of strategies.
The ‘reading searchlights model’ (IDfES 2001: 1) describes how each of the
four searchlights (phonic knowledge, knowledge of context, grammatical
knowiedge, and word recognition and graphic knowledge) ‘sheds a partial
light, but together they make a mutually supporting system’ (DfES 2001:
13- It 15 1n this regard, I think, that the psycho-linguistic perspective shows
15 greatest influence on the NLS,
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The Strategy adds that of these approaches, phonic and graphic know-
ledge should be prioritized. This 1s not in line with whole-language prin-
ciples but we return to this in more detail in Part Two when we discuss other
evidence made available through the cognitive-psychological school. There
are several references to the importance of the application of this know-
ledge so 1t is meaningful to the learner and this fits well with the wioie-
language model, but the fundamental principle of breaking down language
mto elements to be studied separately from context of application 1s not
conststent with whole language.

The NLS represents quite a different model of literacy pedagogy than
that espoused by whole-language theonsts. Kenneth Goodman, for instance,
had argued that whole language gives teachers the power to make decisions;
he said ‘It shifts power from teachers’ manuals to teachers’ (1989: 214). The
INLS. 1 contrast, 15 highly dependent on manuals, partly explained by the
fact that content and teaching are so heavily emphasized. This too 1s 1o
sharp contrast with whole language — as Yetta Goodman {1989: 114) said,
The focus of whole-language curriculum 1s not on the content of what 15
being studied but on the learner.’” She adds that ‘this does not munimize the
unportance of content; rather 1t represents the belief that content can only
be understood and seriously studied when learners are . . . participating in
deciding what will be learned’.

Several researchers {e.g. Dombey 1998a, 1998b; Wray 1998; Hall 2001)
expressed reservations about various aspects of the NLS, not jeast the reduc-
tion in teacher autonomy and professional Judgement that 1t represented.
The scholars mterviewed i this part of the book show a similar concern,
especially Ann Browne who alerts us to the potential dangers of diverting
teachers’ attentron from children’s learning.

Overall the psycho-linguistic perspective had a number of stgnificant
influences o the field of reading. Pearson and Stephens {1994), who them-
selves could not be described as part of the whole-language or reai books
movement, identify four major mfuences of the mmpact of the psycho-
linguistic perspective on the field of reading. Although they were referring
to the United States, these mfluences apply equally in this country w1 my
view. In focusing on meaning making, the psycho-linguistic stance on
reading encouraged us to value literacy experiences much more than we
had in the past. And the past here 1s not so distant — it 1s worth reminding
oursetves that several official reports of literacy practice m this country
during the 1980s had urged teachers to devote more attention to umagin-
ative aspects of reading and texts. For example 1n 1982, referring to the
fact that S-year-olds were introduced too quickly to published reading
schemes, the ispectors stated ‘The children spent a good deal of time
decoding print with the result that thev read mechamically and with littie
understanding . . (DES 1982: 5), This sarne survey of first schools com-
menied on the unproductive time spent by 50 per cent of the schools on
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English exercises which stifled mdividuality. This despite the fact that as
far back as 1975 the Bullock Report had said that ‘explicit teaching out
of context’ 1s of little value (DES 1975: 172}, Official reports 1n the late
eighties (IDES 1988, 1989) confirmed the importance of children’s literature
and ther response to literature in the development of the intellect and
the imagination. In practice this meant that teachers were more likely to
be critical of decontextualized, work-book exercises on specific letter-
sound correspondences, sylabification exercises and routne comprehen-
s10n activities.

Secondly, the whole-fanguage movement made us value texts based on
natural language patterns, especially those designed for use with beginner
readers, thus enabling emerging readers to draw on their knowledge of
language to predict meanmgs and words, This meant that texts that were
based on high-frequency, short words, such as Exampie i below, were no
longer so valued and, sumilarly, those based on phonic elements, such as
Example 2 below, became iess common.

Example 1 Exawmple 2

Run, john, run. Nat can bat.

Run to Dad. Nat can bat with the fat bat.
Dad will run. The cat has the fat bat.
Run, Dad. The rat has the fat bat.
Run, John. Nat has the fat bat.

See them run, Bar the bat, Nat,

(Pearson and Stephens 1994)

Indeed, current reading schemes in use in this country immcorporate texts
that to a greater or lesser extent murror children’s literature.

Third, the psycho-linguistic perspective made us more aware and sensit-
1ve to children’s efforts as readers. As Pearson and Stephens (1994: 29) put
it, ‘Errors became generative rather than negative’ and showed us more
of the workings of the child’s mind, allowing the teacher and the learner
to understand more about the reading strategies being used and not being
used. In attending so much to comprehension, 1t correspondingly de-
emphasized pronunciation and recitation. The mfluence of the psycho-
lingwistic school of thought in relation to the emphasis on children’s reading
cueing systems is evident 1 English in the Naitonai Curriculsom (DFE 1995)
and as stated above 1n the National Literacy Strategy,

One reading researcher in the Umted States concluded that over the
1980s and early 1990s 1n the US, there seemed to have been a shift
in interest from seeing reading as comprehension to seemng reading as a
personal response to quality literature — what he terms ‘reading-to-enjoy’
rather than ‘reading-to-learn’. Referring to what teachers emphasized
prior to the psycho-linguistic era, Stahl (1999: 18) claums that this shift s a
significant one:
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The shift from Reading-to-Learn to Reading-to-Enjoy 1s a profound
one. Whereas the emphasis 1n the directed reading activity was getting
facts from text, first narratives and later expository text, shifting
to text-based and reader-based mferences, the emphasis in whole
language classes is on response to literature, without assessing any
understanding at the literal or inferential level. The result can be that
children’s discussions wander from the text itself to a discussion of
1ssues around the text,

There 1s no doubt that reading-to-enjoy 1s a vital aspect of the psycho-
linguistic school. Over the 1980s concerns remamed 1n Engiand about the
madequacy of practices 1n relation to reading-to-learn, especially in the use
of information texts {e.g. DES 1989) and this was an 1ssue that exercised
researchers and policy makers that are not so easily located in this school of
thought. We take up some of these 1ssues 1n the next part of the book.

Psycho-linguistic theory helped us appreciate the significance of know-
ledge of likely linguistic sequences in text ~ the probabilities of not only
letters in words, but also words sentences, sentences 1 paragraphs, anc
larger genres of text. By giving us nuscue anaiysis and by highlighting
reading as a constructive process, psycho-linguists gave us, respectively, a
means of examuung the reading process and a theory of reading that were
distinct from previous ideas about reading.

Note

i One chair 1n the classroom 15 designated as the author's chair and pupils stt 1n this
special chair to share thewr writing. The focus 15 on celebrating completed writing
prajects, not on revising the composition to make it better.




